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Abstract

Deep neural networks (DNNs) such as convolutional neural networks
(CNNs) for visual tasks, recurrent neural networks (RNNs) for sequence
data, and transformer models for rich linguistic or multimodal tasks,
achieved unprecedented performance on a wide range of tasks. The im-
pressive performance of modern DNNs is partially attributed to their sheer
scale. The latest deep learning models have tens to hundreds of millions of
parameters which makes the inference processes resource-intensive. The
high computational complexity of these networks prevents their deploy-
ment on resource-limited devices such as mobile platforms, IoT devices,
and edge computing systems because these devices require energy-efficient
and real-time processing capabilities. This paper proposes and evaluates
a network pruning framework that eliminates non-essential parameters
based on a statistical analysis of network component significance across
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classification categories. The proposed method uses screening methods
coupled with a weighted scheme to assess connection and channel contri-
butions for unstructured and structured pruning which allows for the elim-
ination of unnecessary network elements without significantly degrading
model performance. Extensive experimental validation on real-world vi-
sion datasets for both fully connected neural networks (FNNs) and CNNs
has shown that the proposed framework produces competitive lean net-
works compared to the original networks. Moreover, the proposed frame-
work outperforms state-of-art network pruning methods in two out of
three cases.

1 Introduction

Deep Neural Networks or Deep Learning have revolutionized numerous fields,
achieving remarkable success in computer vision [Krizhevsky et al., 2012,Red-
mon, 2016,He et al., 2017a], natural language processing [Mikolov, 2013,Sutskever,
2014,Devlin, 2018], predictive analytics [Guo et al., 2017,Arora et al., 2022,Lim
et al., 2021], and beyond. Much of the last decade has seen intense effort in
developing increasingly complicated architectures in the computer vision im-
age classification area, representing models such as VGG [Simonyan, 2014],
ResNet [He et al., 2016], DenseNet [Huang et al., 2017], ShuffleNet [Zhang et al.,
2018], MobileNet [Howard, 2017], and VIT [Dosovitskiy, 2020]. Despite these
advances, the large computational and memory requirements of such models
challenge real-time applications and resource-constrained device deployments,
such as mobile phones and edge computing platforms. These environments
require lightweight models that can balance fast inference speed and accept-
able performance, underlined by an urgent need for effective model compression
techniques.

These challenges have further spawned various approaches to optimize deep
neural networks, such as network pruning [Han et al., 2015, Liu et al., 2017],
knowledge distillation [Hinton, 2015,Tian et al., 2019], weight quantization [Ja-
cob et al., 2018,Wu et al., 2018b], low-rank factorization [Sun et al., 2017,Ha-
effele and Vidal, 2015], neural sparsity encoding [Wu et al., 2018a,Dawer et al.,
2020], and neural architecture search [Zoph, 2016, Liu et al., 2018], to name
a few. Of these, network pruning stands out as one of the effective model
compression techniques through the systematic removal of redundant elements
like weights, filters, or channels within models. Pruning reduces computational
complexity and savings in storage while increasing the potential for inference
speed; hence, it has been one practical mean of deploying deep learning models
on resource-constrained devices.

Loosely speaking, pruning techniques could be divided into unstructured
[Vadera and Ameen, 2022] and structured [Lemaire et al., 2019]. In unstructured
pruning, which includes magnitude-based pruning, it is individual weights with
small absolute values that are removed, with the outcome being sparse weight
matrices. However, unstructured pruning usually leads to irregular sparsity that
is difficult for hardware acceleration. On the other hand, structured pruning
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removes complete filters, channels, or layers. The nature of the network remains
intact-structured-and is more hardware- and library-friendly in most modern
deep learning hardware. Among these structured pruning methods, channel
pruning has recently gained much attention, since it can directly reduce both
computation and storage costs without further post-processing.

Channel pruning [He and Xiao, 2023] methods can be categorized into static
and dynamic ones. Static channel pruning [Luo et al., 2017,He et al., 2017b]
permanently removes redundant channels based on the importance evaluated
in training. Although it makes the model compact and lightweight, the fixed
subnetwork often seriously limits the adaptability of the model to diverse input
data. Dynamic channel pruning [Lin et al., 2017,Hua et al., 2019], in contrast,
performs an adaptive channel selection during inference based on inputs or inter-
mediate feature maps and significantly enriches flexibility to notably boost the
performance, although dynamic pruning often needs extra storage for several
candidate sub-networks at an acceptable cost and is thus of limited practical
use under resource-critical conditions.

The network pruning process typically begins with an either trained or un-
trained DNN, and two main strategies which are iterative pruning and one-time
pruning can be employed. Iterative removal procedure is widely applied not only
in neural network pruning fields but also in fields like feature selection [Barbu
et al., 2021], graph network optimization [Yang et al., 2021], and beyond. It-
erative pruning [Tan and Motani, 2020, Guo et al., 2021a] gradually removes
unimportant elements over multiple steps, often guided by a decay or annealing
function, allowing the network to adapt and recover through retraining after
each step. In contrast, one-time pruning [Liu et al., 2017,van Amersfoort et al.,
2020] eliminates all unimportant components in a single step, offering faster
execution but requiring careful tuning to minimize performance degradation. A
critical aspect of pruning is selecting an appropriate metric to identify elements
for removal. Commonly used metrics include magnitude-based pruning, which
removes smaller weights deemed less important; gradient-based pruning, which
evaluates the sensitivity of weights or channels through their gradients dur-
ing training; and correlation-based pruning, which targets redundant features
or channels exhibiting high similarity. The choice of metric is closely tied to
the pruning granularity—weight pruning focuses on fine-grained optimization
by removing individual weights, while channel pruning emphasizes structural
sparsity by eliminating entire filters or channels.

In this paper, our major contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We propose a novel network pruning technique that leverages statistical
analysis to identify and eliminate non-essential parameters by evaluating
the significance of network components across different classification cat-
egories.

• Our approach is inspired by feature screening methodologies to assess
the contributions of connections and channels to the deep learning neural
networks for both unstructured and structured pruning, which brings an
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effective removal of redundant network components without loss of model
performance.

• Extensive experiments on real-world vision datasets such as MNIST and
CIFAR validate the effectiveness of our method. The proposed screening
method demonstrates promising performance on its own, though it may
not consistently align with the results of state-of-the-art network pruning
techniques. When combined with a magnitude-based approach, the hybrid
method achieves superior or highly competitive results, highlighting the
efficacy and complementary nature of the proposed screening strategy.

2 Related Work

In this section, we will discuss existing works related to our framework.

2.1 Unstructured Weight Pruning

Unstructured weight pruning is aimed at reducing the number of parameters
in a neural network by removing unimportant or redundant weights or connec-
tions. In recent ones, one of the simplest and most efficient strategy for pruning
weights relies on the magnitudes [Han et al., 2015,Zhu and Gupta, 2017,Kusu-
pati et al., 2020,Guo et al., 2021a,Guo et al., 2021b]. This assumes that weights
of smaller magnitudes are less important and thus contribute less to the per-
formance of a model. It is a computationally inexpensive approach, because
one needs only the computation of either l1 or l2 norms, which, in turn, can be
highly scalable for big models. On that aspect, [Guo et al., 2016] developed a
pruning strategy that integrates the aspect of connection slicing during pruning
to evade incorrect pruning. Connection slicing allows the pruning of parame-
ters in whole groups or slabs and ensures the structural integrity of the network.
Such methods thus tend to avoid removing key connections that are crucial for a
model’s good performance. [Lin et al., 2020] and [Savarese et al., 2019] leverage
gradient-based criteria for unstructured weight pruning by refining the pruning
process by modifying aspects such as the behavior of forward propagation or
approximating l0 regularization. Unstructured weight pruning mostly is related
to sparse matrix operation implementation. Typically, specialized libraries or
hardware should be utilized to fully leverage unstructured pruning. This limits
the applicability in certain practical scenarios.

2.2 Structured Channel Pruning

Structured channel pruning offers much more significant acceleration of the
model. The primary focus of structured channel pruning lies in removing whole
channels, providing considerable gain during deployment, especially in hardware
environments. There are methods to do structure pruning according to select
the trainable channels. [Luo and Wu, 2018] select the target channels based on
the importance score of neurons. [Liu et al., 2017] conduct channel pruning with
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regularization by scaling factors over Batchnorm (BN) layer. [Ding et al., 2019]
generate target filters/channels for slimming down models, while [xin Zhang
et al., 2021] choose the channels contributing more to the network output.

Recent advancements further introduce diverse strategies for evaluating chan-
nel importance. Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence-based methods [Luo and Wu,
2019] quantify the channel information loss between the original and pruned net-
works by measuring the statistical distance between their output distributions.
Simulated annealing-based approaches [Nayman et al., 2019] adapt the classical
annealing-based optimization algorithm to the channel pruning context. Im-
portance sampling techniques [Baykal et al., 2019] leverage statistical sampling
theory to estimate channel importance efficiently.

2.3 Feature Screening

Screening methods feature selection methods have been extensively utilized in
machine learning. A survey [Wang and Barbu, 2019] that specifically focused
on screening methods conducted comprehensive experiments to show various
screening methods’ performance on both regression and classification tasks.
In [Shakeela et al., 2021], an intrusion detection model that incorporated F-
statistics screening method and decision trees was introduced. It showed that
simpler models with equivalent performance can be built using screening meth-
ods. Screening methods have also been applied to neural networks, especially in
text-mining tasks. [Wang and Zhou, 2021] introduced a χ2 scores based method
that focuses on removing redundant text features. Recently more variants of the
traditional screening methods were introduced to handle the newer challenges
in modern data. A set of online screening methods was developed in [Wang and
Barbu, 2022] to tackle challenges from large streaming data with sparsity and
concept drifting properties.

3 Proposed Method

We give a comprehensive and detailed description in this section, ranging from
methodological underpinnings to operational mechanisms of the Network Prun-
ing with Screening framework. First of all, we set up the theoretical framework
based on the formal statement and mathematical formulation of the classic
problem of network pruning. then, we derive and discuss the screening method-
ologies, showing its capabilities in quantifying the importance of various neu-
ral network components, such as weights, connections, and channels regarding
categorical classification. After that, we give an elaborate discussion on the
algorithm procedure and practical implementation of our pruning framework
upon the two pruning paradigms: unstructured weight pruning and structured
channel pruning.
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3.1 Network Pruning Formulation

Given a dataset D = {(xi, yi), i = 1, . . . , N}, where xi represents input features
and yi is the corresponding target output, we aim to address the neural network
pruning problem using constrained optimization. Let the parameters of the net-
work be denoted by W = {(Wj,bj), j = 1, . . . , L} where Wj and bj represents
weight matrix and bias vector in each network layer. Let the loss function be
denoted as L(W). The pruning task can be expressed as

min
W

L(W) s.t. ||W∗||0 ≤ r||W||0 (1)

where the L0 norm restricts the number of non-zero parameters ||W∗||0 to a
fraction r of ||W||0, where r a known positive float in range (0, 1). In this
approach, the individual parameters in the parameter space W are eliminated
irrespective of the position, which ultimately leads to sparse weights irregularly
across layers. Though the method provides good flexibility, to realize its benefit
in terms of computation, it needs specialized hardware or sparse matrix libraries
in most cases.

When pruning focuses on structured elements of CNNs such as filters or
channels, we can reformulate the problem as

min
W

L(W) s.t. ||C∗||0 ≤ r||C||0 (2)

where C =
{
Cj , j = 1, .,M

}
is the set of filters or channels within the network,

and fraction r bounds the number of non-zero filters or channels to ||C∗||0. It
therefore yields structured sparsity where zero parameters are localized within
particular filters or channels. This makes the approach more hardware-friendly
and thus much easier to realize in real-world systems.

Both weight-level and channel-level pruning problems benefit from the con-
strained formulations using the sparsity ratio r that is interpretable and practi-
cal. In particular, r directly controls the level of sparsity and allows fine-tuning
of the pruned model more easily.

In this work, we consider the study of weight-level pruning for general net-
works and channel-level pruning for CNNs that involve Batch Normalization
layers as a representative family of models where structured sparsity is induced
due to these pruning methods. Solving these formulations would allow us to en-
hance computational efficiency while preserving predictive model performance.

3.2 F-statistic Screening Methodology

In this study, we use F-statistic screening method to achieve pruning goals
of selected neural networks. Our experimental experience shows that the F-
statistic screen method can perform well to balance the efficiency and accuracy.
It is compatible with the classification tasks this study focuses on.

F-statistc Score The F-statistc score method is based on the calculation
of the F -statistic. It is essentially the ratio of the between-class variance and
the within-class variance. In practice, a feature is split into groups by the class
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labels. Then the F -statistic is calculated to examine if there are statistically
significant mean differences across groups. For each feature Xj and a label
vector Y with C classes, the F -statistic can be calculated as:

Fj =

∑C
c=1 nc(X̄jc − X̄j)

2/(C − 1)∑C
c=1

∑
i∈Ac

(Xjci − X̄jc)
2/(N − C)

(3)

Where nc is the number of instances in class c, N is the total number of all
instances, X̄jc is the mean value of Xj in class c and X̄j is the mean value of
Xj . Ac = {i|∀ai ∈ Xjc}. Generally speaking, the higher the F -statistic, the
more separated the labels are by values of that feature and therefore the more
relevant that feature is for classification.

Online F-statistic Score In modern data science, especially in the neural
network setting, the magnitude of data can be enormous when it comes to either
the number of instances or the number of features, or both. This often causes
memory issues and computing time issues. One of the solutions is to utilize an
online data processing method. Here we introduce an online F score method that
only occupies less memory space and has potentially faster computing speed.
For the clarity of expression, the feature index j will be omitted. For example,
the X̄jc in equation 3 will just be X̄c. X̄c can be represented as Sc

nc
, where Sc is

the sum of feature values in class c and nc is the number of instances in class
c. Similarly, X̄ is S

N , where S is the sum of all feature values and N is the
number of all instances. Breaking up the summation part of the denominator
of equation 3:

C∑
c=1

∑
i∈Ac

(Xci − X̄c)
2 =

C∑
c=1

∑
i∈Ac

(X2
ci − 2XciX̄c + X̄c

2
)

=

C∑
c=1

(SSc − 2X̄cSc + ncX̄c
2
)

(4)

Where SSc is the sum of the squared feature values that fall into class c. Now
instead of storing the entire dataset in the memory when calculating the F
score, the dataset is iterated in batches. Parameters SSc, Sc, S, nc, and N can
be cumulatively updated by going through the batches. This aligns with the
batch update scheme of usual neural network training. A feature matrix of size
(k, p) is generated each time the neural network model trains on the data batch,
where k is the number of instances in a batch and p is the number of features
(i.e. connections, weights, channels, etc.). This matrix along with label vector
are used to update the parameters. Towards the end of each epoch, the F-score
S(w) will be calculated from these parameters. The N and C are scalers. nc is
the number of instances in each class. SSc, Sc, S are 1-D arrays with the size of
the number of total features. Thus the space is significantly compressed. The
computing speed also increased due to faster indexing on batch.
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3.3 Algorithm Description

Following are some key principles of our algorithm design: 1) We integrate
F-statistic screening technique together with the magnitude of parameters to
establish a unified metric. The unified metric will evaluate the contribution of
each parameter and channel to deep neural networks, which can enable both
unstructured and structured pruning strategies; 2) A carefully designed prun-
ing schedule is implemented to directly control the desired sparsity in the pa-
rameter space, offering flexibility to meet specific computational and storage
requirements; 3) We systematically identify and remove the least important pa-
rameters or channels to streamline computations with minimal loss of accuracy.
These ideas are captured by the proposed algorithms, which are prototyped in
Algorithm 1 and 2. Starting from an untrained or pre-trained model.

Algorithm 1 Weight-Level Screening Network Pruning (WLS)

Input: Training set T = {(xi, yi)}ni=1, pruning ratio {rj}Lj=1, pruning sched-

ule {f(e, rj), e = 1, .., E}Lj=1, an DNN model.

Output: Pruned DNN with parameters respect to pruning ratio {rj}Lj=1 in

parameter space {Wj | ∪ Wj =W & ∩Wj = ∅}Lj=1.

1: If the DNN is not pre-trained, train it to a satisfying level.
2: for e = 1 to E do
3: Sequentially update W ←W − η ∂L(W)

∂W via backpropagation.
4: Update parameters of screening score S(w) using batch data.
5: for j = 1 to L do
6: Based on the pruning schedule, either continue training or prune the

weights with f(e, rj) most relevant left in Wj based on ranking metric
M.

7: end for
8: end for
9: Fine-tune the pruned DNN if needed.

The WLS and CLS algorithms prune neural networks in an efficient way by
iteratively or one-time removing the least important parameters or channels,
guided by a pruning schedule. Whether to retain or discard a parameter or
channel is determined by a predefined ranking metric M, independent of the
objective loss function L. The independence of the loss function makes the
method special among many pruning techniques, which require changes in the
loss and are thus not that suitable for pre-trained models. In the method,
scaling-up simplicity and scalability make it effective to prune while maintaining
network integrity.

Traditional neural network pruning methods generally do not take the in-
fluence of the training samples in the pruning process. On the other hand,
F-statistic can be employed to measure the importance of every training sam-
ple, weights, and filters with their class labels. Thus, we define the ranking
metric by fusing the traditional magnitude-based method with an F-statistic-
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Algorithm 2 Channel-Level Screening Network Pruning (CLS)

Input: Training set T = {(xi, yi)}ni=1, pruning ratio {rj}Lj=1, pruning sched-

ule {f(e, rj), e = 1, .., E}Lj=1, an CNN model.

Output: Pruned DNN with parameters respect to pruning ratio {rj}Lj=1 in

channel space {Cj | ∪ Cj = C & ∩ Cj = ∅}Lj=1.

1: If the DNN is not pre-trained, train it to a satisfying level.
2: for e = 1 to E do
3: Sequentially update W ←W − η ∂L(W)

∂W via backpropagation.
4: Update parameters of screening score S(w) using batch data.
5: for j = 1 to L do
6: Based on the pruning schedule, either continue training or prune the

channels with f(e, rj) most relevant left in Cj based on ranking metric
M.

7: end for
8: end for
9: Fine-tune the pruned CNN if needed.

based screening method which calculates the mutual information score. The
combination of these two components in a weighted manner forms the final
ranking metric. This would lead to much-informed pruning.

In the case of unstructured weight pruning, we leverage the screening score
S(w) which evaluates the significance of network weights across different clas-
sification categories with weight magnitude itself to define the ranking metric
M.

M(w) = α · S(w) + (1− α) · |w|, w ∈ W, α ∈ (0, 1] (5)

In the case of structured channel pruning, various methods have been suggested.
One class of metrics relies the Batch Normalization (BN) scale parameters, as
BN has become standard in modern deep convolutional neural networks for
accelerating training and improving convergence. The transformation in a BN
layer is defined as

BN(zin) =
zin − µL√
σ2
B + ϵ

; zout = γ ·BN(zin) + β

where µB and σB denote the mean and variance over the mini-batch B, and γ
and β are trainable scale and shift parameters. [Liu et al., 2017] exploit the γ
parameters in BN layers for channel pruning, proposing that the L1-norm of γ
be used to guide the pruning process. Here, we further leverage the screening
score S(C) which evaluates the significance of network channels across different
classification categories with the L1-norm of γ to define the ranking metricM.

M(C) = α · S(C) + (1− α) · |γC |, α ∈ (0, 1] (6)

Finally, we can do fine-tuning after pruning to recover any lost performance if
needed. For unstructured weight pruning, we remove neurons that do not have
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any incoming or outgoing connections after pruning. For structured channel
pruning, we eliminate convolution channels composed entirely of zero parame-
ters to get a compact network that can do efficient inference.

4 Experiments

In this section, we first demonstrate unstructured weight pruning on the clas-
sical FNN LeNet-300-100 using the MNIST dataset [LeCun and Cortes, 2010].
Next, we conduct experiments on structured channel pruning with DenseNet-
40 [Huang et al., 2017] and two classical CNNs, ResNet-164 [He et al., 2016],
using the CIFAR dataset [Krizhevsky et al., 2009].

4.1 Unstructured Weight Pruning on MNIST

MNIST dataset [LeCun and Cortes, 2010] is one of the well-known benchmark
datasets that is being widely used for evaluating machine learning and deep
learning models. The MNIST dataset includes grayscale images of handwritten
digits from 0 to 9. It contains 50K training samples, 10K validation samples,
and 10K testing samples. Each image is 28x28 pixels in size. Its small size make
it very popular for the testing and comparison of new algorithms in classification
tasks. In this section, we will evaluate the WLS pruning method on LeNet-300-
100.

LeNet-300-100 [LeCun et al., 1998] is a classical FNN with two hidden layers
consisting of 300 neurons and 100 neurons, respectively. It is a simple but
effective architecture in non-convolutional tasks and thus has been widely used
for exploring pruning strategies. LeNet-300-100 contains roughly 267K learnable
parameters, both provide a wide range of settings to evaluate the flexibility and
effectiveness of the proposed pruning approach.

We go about simultaneous training and pruning on LeNet-300-100. Inspi-
ration by [Dawer et al., 2017], we define an annealing function to drive the
iterative pruning. The logistic annealing function exhibits behavior that pro-
vides a sensible trajectory, that it decays initially very slowly, with a gradual
allowance of the neural network to get sufficiently trained while removing only a
small portion of unimportant weights, so-called ”junk weights.” As the training
progresses and the network becomes more stable, the logistic function further
accelerates the pruning. Since by this stage, the network has already learned
the underlying patterns, it is efficient to aggressively prune a big portion of
the remaining junk weights rather fast. Finally, the function slows down when
most of the unimportant weights have been pruned and transitions into a more
gradual pruning phase. This way, it makes sure that the rest of the weights are
carefully fine-tuned without destabilizing the model. Figure 1 shows that the
function can dynamically balance training and pruning during the whole pro-
cess. This allows an effective balancing between model accuracy conservation
and high sparsity during the pruning process.
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Figure 1: Logistic Annealing Schedule with decay rate in {2.0, 4.0, 6.0, 8.0}

We use SGD to train and simultaneously prune LeNet-300-100 for 80 epochs
in total, with a minibatch size of 128 on the MNIST dataset. The initial learning
rate is 0.1 and is divided by half every 10 epochs. Weight decay is 1× 10−4 and
Nesterov momentum [Sutskever et al., 2013] with a value of 0.9 (no dampening)
is used to assist convergence.

Model Best Error Params Prune Rate
Lenet-300-100 (Baseline) 1.64% 267k -
Lenet-300-100 (Han [Han et al., 2015]) 1.59% 22K 91.8%
Lenet-300-100 (Barbu [Guo et al., 2021a]) 1.57% 17.4K 93.5%
Lenet-300-100 (Ours) 1.51% 11.5K 95.7%

Table 1: Unstructured weight pruning comparison on LeNet-300-100.

Model Layer Params. Han% Barbu% Ours%
fc1 236K 8% 4.6% 4.1%

Lenet-300-100 fc2 30K 9% 20.1% 5.3%
fc3 1K 26% 68.5% 22.4%
Total 267K 8.2% 6.5% 4.3%

Table 2: Layer by layer compression comparisons on LeNet-300-100.

These are summarized in the following tables, which highlight the effec-
tiveness of the proposed screening-based pruning. The best performance is at
α = 0.4, with 95.7% of the weights pruned at a test error of only 1.51%. F-
statisic screening pruning approach attains higher accuracy and also eliminates
more redundant parameters compared to the pruning methods of [Han et al.,
2015] and [Guo et al., 2021a].
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LeNet α = 0.2 α = 0.4 α = 0.6 α = 0.8 α = 1.0
Best Error 1.57% 1.51% 1.69% 2.40% 6.46%

Table 3: Best error with Ranking metric by different α on LeNet-300-100.

Figure 2: The mask of the first fully connected layer of pruned Lenet-300-100.
The blue dots are the remaining connections. The horizontal axis is the inputs.
The vertical axis is the first layer nodes.

In contrast, the poorest performance is α = 1.0, reflecting that the reliance
solely on F-statistic screening score may fail to capture true importance of each
weight. While it is quite intuitive, explicit inclusion of weight magnitude into
the ranking metric makes a major improvement in pruning effectiveness. As a
matter of fact, this yields an optimum tradeoff between model compression and
accuracy.

Table 2 lists the layer-wise comparison of achieved compression rates against
state-of-the-art methods. Although all three pruning methods give roughly the
same overall accuracy, they generate distinctly different network structures. In
LeNet-300-100, for example, the first layer is pruned the most, that probably im-
plies that after the first full-connected layer reduces most of the useless features
in this dataset, the output fully-connected layer keeps a number of parameters
big enough to process these informative features further into classes.

We also plotted the first fully connected layer of Lenet-300-100 after pruning.
Figure 2 shows the remaining connections in color. The image has 28 vertical
bins which are the 28-pixel rows of a 28 by 28 input image. The bins towards
the left and right sides relate to the top and bottom pixels in the image. They
are the most pruned. For each bin, pixels towards the edges of the bin are also
pruned primarily. The bin edges correspond to the left and right sides of the
image. This suggests that the pruned model heavily focuses on the center of
the image. It is where the number is. In addition, the bins close to the top are
pruned slightly more than the bins close to the bottom. This suggests that the
discriminative information leans more towards the bottom region.
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4.2 Structured Channel Pruning on CIFAR

The CIFAR-10 dataset, as introduced by [Krizhevsky et al., 2009], are among
the popular benchmarks for image classification and object recognition. There
are 60K natural color images of size 32×32. There are 50K training images and
10K test images. CIFAR-10 consists of 10 object categories, with 6K images
per class.

We evaluate the effectiveness of the CLS pruning method for two deep neural
network architectures: ResNet-164 [He et al., 2016] and DenseNet-40 [Huang
et al., 2017]. ResNet-164 here adapts its architecture on the CIFAR dataset.
On the other hand, DenseNet-40 is a reduced-size version of the DenseNet,
including 40 layers with a growth rate of 12.

Each is trained from scratch to establish baseline performances which are
comparable in [Liu et al., 2017]. Training is done for 160 epochs with a batch
size of 64. We adopt the SGD optimizer with an initial learning rate of 0.1,
weight decay 1 × 10−4 and momentum 0.9. The learning rate is divided by
10 at 50% and 75% of the total training epochs. Furthermore, standard data
augmentation techniques including normalization, random flipping and cropping
are employed.

We then perform one-shot global pruning with a pre-defined pruning ra-
tio r and further conduct different learning schedules to fine-tune the pruned
networks. The best results are summarized in following tables.

CNN Model Error (%) Channels Pruned

Baseline [Liu et al., 2017] 5.42 12112
ResNet-164 Pruned [Liu et al., 2017] 5.27 4845 60%

Pruned (Ours) 5.18 4845 60%

Baseline [Liu et al., 2017] 6.11 9360 -
DenseNet-40 Pruned [Liu et al., 2017] 5.65 2808 70%

Pruned [Guo et al., 2021a]) 5.57 2808 70%
Pruned 5.63 2808 70%

Table 4: Pruning performance results comparison on CIFAR-10.

ResNet α = 0.2 α = 0.4 α = 0.6 α = 0.8 α = 1.0
Best Error 5.18% 5.20% 5.77% 6.52% 8.44%

Table 5: Best error with Ranking metric by different α on ResNet-164.

These results of channel pruning applied to the network models for CIFAR-
10 include two models, namely, ResNet164 with 60% reduction and DenseNet-
40 with a 70% reduction, and have clearly depicted the performance of our
proposed CLS algorithm. Our results show that the F-statistic based CLS
pruning approach is competitive with previous methods proposed in [Liu et al.,
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DenseNet α = 0.2 α = 0.4 α = 0.6 α = 0.8 α = 1.0
Best Error 5.78% 5.63% 6.21% 6.89% 8.08%

Table 6: Best error with Ranking metric by different α on DenseNet-40.

Figure 3: A plot depicting the number of original and remaining channels after
pruning across different BatchNorm2D layers of DenseNet-40. The x-axis repre-
sents sequential layer numbers, while the y-axis shows the number of channels.

2017] and [Guo et al., 2021a]. Our method does not require a change in the
training loss function, hence is quite efficient and easy to implement.

A similar trend to that of LeNet-300-100 with respect to the weighting factor
α in ranking metric is depicted here. The weakest pruning performance is at
α = 1.0, showing that completely relying on the F-statistic screening score
may not capture each channel’s significance well. By contrast, including weight
magnitude into the ranking metric improves overall pruning effectiveness. This
gives a best test error of 5.18% for ResNet-164 at α = 0.2, while DenseNet-40
results are best for the same test error of 5.63% at α = 0.4.

We also visualized the impact of pruning on DenseNet-40 (α = 0.4) on
CIFAR-10 by generating two plots. Figure 3 illustrates the number of remain-
ing channels in each layer. It reveals that two transition layers (layer 13 and
26) exhibit a lower pruning ratio compared to dense blocks layers. Pruning
these layers aggressively could disrupt the flow of information through the net-
work since transition layers maintain connectivity between dense blocks. Figure
4 shows the values of the remaining weights after pruning. It illustrates that
the pruning process effectively remove less important, near-zero weights while
retaining moderately high-magnitude weights critical for maintaining perfor-
mance. These plots provide insights into how pruning affects the network’s
structure and parameter distribution. It also shows an evidence on our model’s
ability to keep the balance between sparsity and performance.
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Figure 4: A histogram showing the distribution of non-zero weight values after
pruning. The x-axis represents weight magnitude, and the y-axis indicates the
frequency of weights. The plot reveals that most remaining weights are concen-
trated between 0.2 and 0.5.

5 Conclusion

Deep neural networks have brought about a revolution in machine learning and,
today, form a very strong machinery of learning complex representations from
diverse domains. Despite their great success, the modern DNNs also suffer from
severe computational challenges. The training and inference of modern DNNs
become extremely resource-intensive due to tens to hundreds of millions of pa-
rameters. In this paper, a network-pruning technique has been presented that
removes unnecessary parameters to alleviate these issues. Pruning has been
done based on the statistical impact of every network parameter on classifica-
tion categories. Contribution analysis for the connections and channels using
screening methods in our proposed approach does unstructured and structured
pruning, which gives the leverage of removing unnecessary elements without
affecting model performance. Our extensive experimental evaluation using real-
world vision datasets, including both FNNs and CNNs, shows that the proposed
screening approach alone could give promising results but cannot always out-
perform state-of-the-art pruning methods. In contrast, the hybrid method with
the magnitude-based pruning approach yields much better or at least highly
competitive performance, thereby presenting a practical solution toward neural
network optimization in efficiency.
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